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REMARKS 

Claims 31, 47, 62, 69, and 76 are amended. No claims are added or canceled. In view of 
the prior cancellation of claims 52 and 80, after entry of this Amendment, claims 31-51, 53-79, 
and 8 1 -88 will remain pending in this application. 

Claims 31-36, 38-51, 53-54. 56-79, and Si -88 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0220978 to Rhodes In 
view of U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0149733 to CapM Claims 37 and 55 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C § 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Rhodes in view of Capjel and 
further in view of PCX Patent Application. Publication No. WO 01/10090 to Toptkow. Xhe 
Applicant respectfully disagrees with each of these rejections and, therefore, respectfully 
traverses the same. 

The claims in the present patent application are distinguishable from the references relied 
upon by the Examiner because they recite, methods and a system where, among other features, 
identification data is generated from at least a portion of an electronic message and the 
identification .data uniquely identifies the electronic message and distinguishes the eleetroflie 
message from other electronic messages authorized by an originator. None of the references 
relied upon by the Examiner describe or suggest at least this feature. As a result, the Applicant 
respectfully submits that the claims are patentable over the references applied by the Examiner, 

Rhodes describes a system and .method for message sender validation. As discussed in 

he reference hesysi t a; o method desct >ed n 0 b des s >ased upon the premise that: 

Messages from an unrecognized sender are quarantined until the 
n es* »endt-r complies >>ith a challenge prptpeel 

Ouet s' rdn s ' -s v wit i s. k, v ) i < vol the 
sender is included la an incjusiea list maintained for the 
message-des t te< ipient ID. 

( Rhode s at paragraph [0014} (emphases added).} in other words. Rhodes describes a method and 
yst } whet h\ a \\ utt lis " is created ; cipient 

As identified in the Specification of the present patent application, the development of 
white lists is an effective tool for reducing the quantity of unwanted e-mail traffic. (See, e.g., 
U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2005/0210106 (hereinafter "the '106 Publication") (die 
publication of the present application) at paragraphs [0018] - [0019].) However, as also 
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identified in the Specification, while lists have drawbacks. Specifically, spam e-mail generators 
are able to bypass both blacklists and whiteiists by spoofing an originator's legitimate domain 
mm (Set sk >6 hbU ion itp 1 \s letailed it the »resen pplk tion he 

method and system of the present, application imdermines art originator's ability to spoof a 
domain name. 

To reduce the volume of unwanted e-mail traffic, Rhodes relies upon a sender 
verification protocol (or "SVP") that is implemented in one or more message transport pathways, 
such as SVP 104 in mail server 102 mid SVP 114 in the mail client 1 13. (Rhodes at paragraph 
[0026].) SVPs 104 and J .14 implement processes that interrupt or postpone delivery of e-mail 
until the message sender passes a user-configurable challenge. (Rhodes at paragraph [0026].) 
Once the sender has passed the challenge, the sender's identification is added to an. inclusion list 
dps at paragraph [0026] } Subsequen t messages -wilt bypass the challenge protocol 
(Rhode;* at paragraph |'0026j temphas s aoded).) Again, as understood, and as discussed m the 
reference, Rhodes is directed to the generation of a whuelist, which the present invention 
improves upon. 

Rhodes also describes that senders who are using a sender verification protocol (SVP) in 
accordance with that invention will include an Originator Key value in the message body, 
i i ' lV , \ a km ss . stn sg oi < Okiaetu* oi lutc^ of 

sufficient length to «^MgMlX.MggMfy.Jlg..M^ - (Rhodes at paragraph [0041].) This string may 
be a word, symbol, or code that is identified with, the sender. (Rhodes at paragraph [0041].) The 
Originator Key is included in ah outgoing messages generated by users that are using the 
invention described by Rhodes. (Rhodes at paragraph [0041].) An Originator Key thai is 
associated with a single user will authenticate that the source of a message is that specific user. 

' ! i - H j> \i Mji< oi 1^ Sv>c sated a oh m >a it moo \\\V nu'tean 

i < s nem i > 1 ( 1 < ' i ? )041).} 

. ^ included in . <. 1 {knouts 

a us Ke< prove! lock >i i livelock condition whue 

both the sender and the recipient use SVP protocols. { Rhode > i t tph [00421.1 in the case 
where the sender is not trusted, but the message includes an Originator Key, the authenticity of 
the chalks e 05 * Vs esu > he challenge 
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»es g< vine! qu input from the sender to pass e challenge { s nofec hove), is Uoxvu 
to pass through the protocol even though, the sender is not yet a trusted" sender. (Rhodes at 
S p en, j 1 f ■> t 1 ! ; i n vo\ t e -a lit *m 0 s-. <. enei d by 

,l> t xt i u <_>! m ( nd i i( \'i iu\. o not omoii ha caen nu 

Nor is the Originator Key generated from any portion of the message. 

With this in mind, the Applicant returns the Examinees attention to the claims in the 
present patent application. Each of the claims, by virtue of their dependencies horn independent 
claims, includes the recitation of generating, from at least a portion of an electronic message, 
identification data that uniquely identifies said electronic message and distinguishes said 
electronic message iron-; other electronic messages authorized by an originator. As is apparent 
from the foregoing discussion, Rhodes tails to discuss or suggest any method or .system that 
includes identification data thai uniquely identifies said electronic message and distinguishes 
said electronic message from other electronic messages authorized by an originator. Moreover, 
ties i c s > v o ugges t ethod < sua 1 no to d ieation data is 
generated from at least a portion of the electronic message. 

\\ J v<o>w e\ a < . . K , cues apoi « O^gmator Key, the Originator Key 
does not uniquely identify the electronic message. Instead, the Originator Key uniquely 
identifies the sender- (or the organization to which the sender is affiliated). Next, the Originator 
Key is the same for every message from the sender, which means that it does not distinguish 
vkn.no is v - „ - ! m ots.L el t o. nes^e- hon t e sank, ^eodei 1 » ilh the 
Originator Key has no relation to any part of the message, As a result, the Applicant respectfully 
\ >r « s dial Vn < hit s ss , ere k e s n'uch o ik m «. ,t >j 1 t «. e, u ns for 
obviousness, 

doe* of ss » the Ex mine wi an ection dtb claims because Cagiel does 
not cure the deficiencies nt d % so* ' es. As dt. the combinatiof of Rhodes 
and Capiel cannot render, as obvious, any oh the claims in the present patent application, 

Capiel describes a method and system for remotely sensing the file formats processed by 
an e-mail client, (Cagjel at the Title and at paragraph [0002].} In an example discussed in the 
rerbronct <! o ^ * 1 - me client by an E-trad semea set res (Capiel 

at paragraph [0005].} Once it is known what type of e-mail a recipient can receive (i.e., text 
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and/or graphics), it is possible to target content-specific advertisements to those recipients in the 
appropriate format. (Camel at paragraph [0005 j.) The Applicant, respectfully points out that 
Capiel does not address any method or system tor reducing unwanted spam. 

In the Offic Vcfion he 1 \ t j ne ndicated reliance m t aj> cifk paragi 
[0036]) for the express teaching that data can be provided M an e-mail to "distinguish the 
electronic message from other electronic messages authorized by the originator/" At paragraph 
[0036] of Capiel, the reference discusses how a unique identifier i.s assigned to each E-mail 
sensor message. {Capiel at paragraph [0036].) Tins discussion m Capiel is made in connection 
with the sensor e-mail as outlined at the bottom of page three and at the top ot page <_ i 
f Ca piel at paragraph [0036] and at pages 3-4.) While there is no discussion of the need for 
•assigning a unique identifying number (?".<?., catid^ 10424522), it seems apparent that the unique 
identifier for each e-mail from the advertising sender may be needed so that, if the recipient 
chooses to unsubscribe from the advertisement service (see, e.g. , Capiel at page 4, line 3), the 
advertiser can identify from which advertisement list the recipient is to be removed. 

The Applicant notes that the "cafid" described by Capiel is a unique number assigned to 
each e-mail delivered. (Capiel at paragraph [0036].} There is no discussion of how the eatid is 
generated. As a result, there is nothing in Capiel that the Applicant can find to suggest any 
method or system where there is the generation, from at least a portion of an electronic message, 
identification data that uniquely identifies said electronic message and distinguishes said 
electronic message from other electronic messages authorized by an originator. Assigning a 
unique number to an e-mail bears no relation at least to this element of the claims in the present 
patent application. As a result, the Applicant respectfully submits that Capiel cannot he 
combined with Rhodes to render obvious any of the claim in the present patent application. 

in new of the foregoing, the Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner has failed 
oped porta c case fo tin >^ it ssness < s of claims 1.1 M 58- 53 5 

56-79 or 81-88 \- resul ik v t the f xajnmei sxotsssde- the 

tion of the claims, withdraw the i i« ' p| ion to ssuai c 

Concerning the- rejection of claims 37 and 55, the Examiner relied on the combination of 
C <h0 ut * r- <. > i 1 [< < > ms ar t 1 ^ 

electronic messages. The Applicant respectfully submits that Tom.kow neither addresses -mr 
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arc»vtCi\ iuuo <u 1 •> ^ . h< *o\\ does i i s$*m 

' t h x oai * Is a ^ ^ « ~i oi J *tl?l". 

i - ! <mI< ">* inxh > > h tsi ,< f t s l' v>! ^ <1 ,0iul ibme 
i-adie he rejecrio »vin bet <h ssa dit \pp!i< n » set sih e< ests that ths 
examine*- v*u> > , ^ »^ , ^ \ s 

Issuance. 

If there are any fees required for ibis submission that are not otherwise k counted tor, 
please d\v«>, Cer\ s v -\ \ - v, u . u.( t ns < serp.wiuer.s *e the 

same Deposit Account. 
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